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(U) Jones Report

(U) In June 2004, as a result of thé evidence
hehadgatheredtothatpmnt,MGl"‘aquuested
thatamoruemormmhgahngofﬁoerbeappomt-
ed to examine whether achona*nf the commander
and staff of CJTF-7 contn‘butad to any misconduct
related to the mterrogahon operations at Abu

Ghraib. MGth'arequestmpmedbyLTG
Sanchez to the Commander, U.S. Central

Command, who in Eurn forwarded the request ta
theSeu-etmyofDefm The Secretary of Defense
&mM@eAEqnngthaAmyhduig—
nate a new appainting authority and a new or addi-
tional investigating officer, seniar to LTG Sanchez.
The Acting Secretary of the Army selected GEN
Paul Kern, the Commander of U.S. Army Materiel
Command, to act as the new appainting suthority:
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LTG Anthony Jones, the Deputy Commanding
General of the US. Army Training and Doctrine

Command, was appointed as an additional investi-
gating officer MG Fay continued to serve as an
investigating officer until completion of the action.
MGFayandLTGJnnespmdueedlepmterepoxh,
each with aeparatebutrelatedma of findings
and recommendations. Whﬂepm‘hms of the Jones
ReporbremamdMed a redacted version of the
bulkoftherepprthaqbeonrelmsedtothepuﬂx&
LTG Jones and other officials associated with the
investigation have dlso provided public testimany
beforaCongrmamthematbenmntainedmtha

" (U) GEN Kern appointed LTG Jones

- "specifically ... to focus on whether organizations

or personnel higher than the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade were involved, directly or indi-
rectly, in the ... detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib® on
June 25, 2004. LTGJoneareuewedthamateml
developed by MG Fay, as well as the mgjority of the
reports discussed above. He then interviewed LTG
Sanchez and MG Barbara Fast, the Commander
and Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence, respec-
tively, of CJTF-7 at the time of the alleged abuse.

(U) Noting in his report that the *events at
Abu Ghraib cannot be understood in a vacuum,”
ITG Jones made several preliminary findings

related to the "background and operational envi-
ronment” in Iraq at the time of the abuses. First,

LTG Jones found that "throughout the period
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ment.” Second, the mission of "providing opera-
tional support to the Coalition Provisional
Authority ... required greater resources than envi-
sioned* Third, "operational plans envisioned ...

relatively non-hostile environment,” when, "in faet,
opposition was robust™ a circumstance which
required that Combined Joint Task Force 7 con-
duct “tactical counter-insurgency operations, while
also executing ... planned missions® in suppart of
the Coalition Provisional Authority and general
stabilization.

(U) LTG Jones found that "no orgamzatmn

ormdmdualh:gherthanthechmnofcommand of

the 205th MI Brigade was d:recﬂymvolvedm the
questionable activities regarding alleged detainee
abuse at Abu Ghraib." Further, in LTG Jones
assessment, "no policy, directive aor doctrine direct-
ly ormdnrectlymusedvmlent or sexual abuse,” the
most egregious mmconduct. Rather, "the primary
causes of these actmns wvare  relatively straight-for-
ward - mdmdual cnmmal misconduct.*

{U) III‘G Jones did find, however, that
CITF-T- 'leadera and staff actions . .. contributed
indirectly to ... detainee abuse." Spociﬁmllx "pali-
¢y memoranda promulgsated by the ... Commander
led indirectly to some of the non-violent and non-
sexual abuses;" the CJTF-7 "Commander and
Deputy Commander failed to ensure proper staff
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oversight of detention and interrogation opera-
tons," and; some "staff elements reacted inade-
quately fo earlier indications a.nd wammgsthat

problems existed at Abu Ghraib.

ﬂDL‘I‘GJomfmdthat‘theenstenwof
a confusing and mctmﬂatent interrogation tech-
niques contributed to the belief that additional
interrogation techniques were condoned in arder
to gain mﬁelhgmoe ‘This was compounded by
"Soldier knowledge of interrogation techniques

perrml:ted in GTMO and Afghanistan.” "the avail-
ablbty ‘of information on Counter-Resistance

- Techmquea used in other theaters,” and interac-
tions with "non-DoD agencies” where "there was at

Jeast the perception, and perhaps the reality, that

‘non-DoD agencies had different rules.”

(U) LTG Jones' finding that the failure of
the CITF-7 "Cammander and Deputy Commander
... to ensure proper staff oversight of detention and
interrogation operations” was manifested by "the
lack of a single ... staff proponent for detention and
interrogation operations” and dispersion of "staff
responsibility ... among the Deputy Commanding
General, the C2, C3, C4 and 8JA." This dispersion .
of staff responsibility "resulted in no individual
staff member focusing on these operations.”

(U) LTG Jones' finding that some "staff ele-
ments reacted inadequately to earlier indications
and warnings that problems existed at Abu
Ghraib” is related to the dispersion of staif respon-
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sibility. As examples, LT'G Jones cited "the investi-
gation of an incident at Camp Cropper,” presum-
ably referring to the subject of the Lee Report,
discussed above; "the Intermational Committee of
the Red Cross .. reports on ... subordinate units"
- and "Abu Ghraib;" criminal investigations; “disci-
plinary actions being taken by commanders;” the
death of a detainee under the control of an OGA at
Abu Gbraib; "the lack of ... accountability of
detainees,” and; "continual concerns that intelli-
gence information was not returning to the tactical
level " |

(U) LTG Jones tempered his finding that
CJTF-7 "leaders and staff actions ... contributed
indirectly to .., detainee abuse” wltht.lmcauhon
that “command and staff actions and inaction must
be understood in ... context.* "Inhghtoftheoper-
ational environment,* the "tmder-resonrmng" of
the CJTF-7 "staff and subordmate units, "and
increased misgions,” LT'G Jones determined that
the Commandarhadtopnontlza efforts.” As a
matter of "professional Judgment LTG Jones con-
cluded that CJTF-7 appropnately "devoted its
resources to ﬁghtmg the' counter-insurgency and
supporting the CPA"_"In the over-all scheme of
OIF" LTG-. Jones wncluded *the CJTF.7

Cnmmander and itaff performed above expecta-
tions” - .

(U) In contrast, LTG Jones found that
although the "205th MI Brigade and 800th Military
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Police Brigade,” like their higher headquarters,
"also had missions throughout the Iraqi Theater of
Operations,” the operational environment did not
excuse the fact that their "leaders at Abu Ghraib
failed to execute their aammed responsibilities.”
LTG Jones found that “leaders from these units

located at Abu Ghraib_or with supervision over

Soldiers and units st Abu Ghriib failed to super-
vise subordinates or provide direct oversight of this
important mission.” BSpecifically, "these leaders
faﬂadtoprope'lydumphne their soldiers, ... failed
toleamﬁnmpmrnﬂstakuandfaﬂedtomnde
continued mission-specific training." "The absence
nfaﬁ'eetwe leadership” specifically "at the brigade

'lavalmdbelow, in LTG Jones' judgment, “was &

factor in not sooner discovering and taking actions
and the misinterpretation/confusion incidents.”

(U) In findings similar to those of MG Fuy,
LTG Jones had also found that “facilities at Abu
Ghraib ... created a poor climate to conduct inter-
rogation and detention operations to standard”
and that "force protection” was a mgjor concern;
that the intelligence units were "undermanned,
under-equipped, and inappropriately organized” to
complete the mission, with shortages "specifically
in the interrogator, analyst and linguist fields,”
and the 800th Military Police Brigade suffered
from “under-resourcing of personnel,” and; that
both the military intelligence and military police
missions were significantly different from those

)
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originally planned.

(U) Given these observations, the finding
that the leadership of the 205th Military
Intelligence Brigade and the 800th Military Police
Brigade should be held responsible because they
contributed to "both the violent/sexual abuse inci-
dents and the misinterpretation/confusion inci-
dents" through their inaction, regardless of
"operational circumstances,” while the leadership
of CJTF-7, who "contributed indirectly to the ques-
tionable activities regarding alleged detainee

abuse” through their "actions and inaction," should
be excused as a result of "operational circum.
stances" is difficult to reconcile. It also appedrs

that significant aspects of the operational circum-
stances of the military intelligence and military
police brigades that contributed to the in¢idents at
Abu Ghraib, such as the selection of Abu Ghiraib as
the interrogation operations’ site and the under-
resourcing of the interrogatiori center, were within
the direct control of their highér headquarters,
CJTE-T. . & e e

(U) Like MG Fay, LTG Jones concluded
that ﬁntm-ﬁcﬁoﬂ with ... other agency interroga-
tors who did not follow the same rules" as the
Military Intelhgence interrogators was among the
"contributing factars” that led to the abuse of
detainees. "There was at least the perception, and

perhaps the reality, that non-DOD agencies had
different rules regarding interrogation and deten-
tion operations.” LTG Jones found that "such a

76
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(U) On. May 19, 2004, the Commander of
Combined Jaint Task Force 76 (CJTF-76), MG Eric
Olson, appointed BG Charles Jacoby, the CJTF-76
Deputy Commanding General, to conduct a "top to
bottom ‘reviéw of ... detainee operations® in the

" Combined Forces Command Afghanistan (CFC-A)

Area of Responsibility. Specifically, BG Jacoby was

"directed to identify "best practices,” make “recom-

mendations, both specific and general, for ...
changes," list "corrective actions,” and provide “sug-
gestions with regard to future command ... initia-
tives ... to ensure adherence to operational and

regulatory guidance.”

() BG Jacoby found that "while theater
forces understood the need for humans treatment.
and unit processes ... consistent with the spiritof  *
extant doctrine, there was otherwise a consistent
lack of knowledge regarding theater detention
operations guidance.® This “lack of thoroughly
authorized, disseminated, and understood guid-
ance and procedures,” in BG Jacoby's assessment,
"ereated opportunities for detainee abuse and the
loss of intelligence value throughout the process.”

_——'
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(8 BG Jacoby noted that he wes not direct- guidance. He cautioned that the "inconsistent and
ed fo investigate "detainee abuse allegations,” a unevenly applied standards® that result from such
task that is the provinee of military law enforce- circumstances “increase the possibility of the abuse
ment, but rather to inspect "current detainee oper- of detainees, eamallym&eforwardbatﬂe area.”
ations."  Nonetheless, acknowledging that - :

“allegations of detainee abuse have been substanti- (S

ated,”" many of his findings examine the relation-

ship of areas of concern to the potential abuse ¢
detainees.

He recommended the establishment of
clear criteria and procedures for the transfer of
detainees.

(U) "Very nguﬂcantly, BG Jamby found,
thers was "madequaté authonty for the interroga-
tion techniques and approachm authorized by the

Detainee Operataons SOP" in effect at the time of

recommendations included modification of interro-

gation and detention procedures, increases in man-

hmmveshgahon. ﬂefmpactofthe]nckofauthor ning and rum.lrcmg detention operstions, and '

mﬂwmwﬁmitwbythefactthat”on]y concluded with the observation that wl'ula his

one-third of the bases had the SOP” and "it was inspection had “revealed no systematic or wide-
generally not ... known or relied upon in the field* 5pread mistreatment of detainees, ‘opportunities
Most interrogators, BG Jacoby found, looked to for mistreatment, ... ongoing investigations, anda
their treining rather than the command policy for maturing battlefield argue for modifications to the
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curtent  detainee
Afghanistan.

operations process” in

Independent Panel Report (U)

(U) In May 2004, the Secretary of Defense
appointed an Independent Panel to Review
Detention Operations “to provide independent pro-
fessional advice on detainee abuses, what caused
them and what actions should be taken to preclude
their repetition” Unlike the Taguba, Fay and
Jones Reports, the Independent Panel was charged
with examining detention and interrogation opera-

tions worldwide. The members of the Independent:

Panel were former Secretaries of Defense J_ames
Schlesinger and Harold Brown, .
Congresswoman Tilie Fowler, and retired Air
Force Gen. Charles Horner. During the course of
their investigation, the members of * the
Independent Panel reviewed the reports of investi-
gations completed prior to the Panel's report, the
statements, documenta and otlmr evidence gath-
ered by the Fay/J ones mvastlgatlons and our

inquiry, andcon&uctedasmenofmterwewsofsen-
" jor officers and defense officials, up to and indud-
ing the Secretury of Defense. The Independent
Panel Reparl:, dated August 24, 2004, is unclassi-
fied and has been released to the public.

(U) The Independent Panel found that “the

pictured abuses” at Abu Ghraib, "unacceptable
even in wartime, were not part of authorized inter-
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rogations nor were they even directed at intelli-
gence targets.” In the Panel's evaluation, the abuse
photographed at Abu Ghraib represented “deviant
behavior and a failure of military leadership and
discipline” However, the Panel algo.found that
there were other abuses that *were not pho-
tographed” that "did occur during interrogation,” at
Abu Ghraib and at other logtims. '

(U) The panel estimated that as of the date
of their repo:t our forces had detained approx-
mate.ly 50,000 individuals during operations in
Afghanmta.n and Irag. Of the approximately 300
amemlemtwfmmM
txme.thePamlrepartedthatmmmmdmandlaw
enforcement agents had completed investigations

into 155 of the allegstions, and had substantiated

66 of the allegations. The Panel noted that of the

substantiated cases, "approximately one-third ..
occurred at the point of capture or tacﬁcal mllec-

and violent circumstances.”
Panel emphasized that despite the fact that the

" abuses were "inflicted on only a small percentage of

those detained,” were "of varying severity," and
“occurred at differing locations and in differing cir-
cumstances and context,” the abuses "were serious
in both number and effect.”

(U) Although the Independent Panel found

that "there ig no evidence of a policy of abuse prom-
ulgated by senior officials or military authorities,"

I SR = g i e
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and "no approved procedures called for or allowed
the kinds of abuse that in fact occurred,” the Panel
- nonetheless conchuded that *the abuses were not
just the failure of some individuals to follow known

standards, and they are more than the failure of a

few leaders to enforce proper discipline” In the
Panel's view, "there is both institutional and per-
sonal responsibility at higher levels.”

(U) The Independent Panel prefaced their
discussion of interrogation operations with the
observation that "any discussion of interrogation
techniques must begin with the simpla reality that
their purpose is to gain intelligence that will help
protect the United States, its forces and interests

abroad." Recounting the development of the po_h .

cies that have framed the Global War on Térror at
the national level and within the Depart:nent of
Defense, the Panel observed that with “the events
of September 11, 2001, thePreaidmt, Cmgrma
and the American people rmmzed we were at
war with a different kind of enemy.": The nature

and "severity of the posbSeptember 11 2001 ter-
rorist threat and. the- mm]atmg insurgency in

Iraqg," threats wlu& are easentm]ly different from

anenemyfome mmpmedofmassedt:roops, tanks,
artillery,. ships, and aircraft, made "information
gleaned from mtermgatmns especially important.”
The panel-noted, "interrogations are inherently
unpleasant, and many people find them objection-
able by their very nature.” Yet, in the Panel’s
assessment, ”whmhvesareatstake all legal and

COPY NUMBER %

sidered.” Further, the Independent Panel warned,
'the conditions of war and the dynamics of
detainee operations carry inherent rigks for human
mistreatment and must be approached with cau-

tmnandcareﬁllp]nnmngmdtmmmg.

(U)ThePanel mdudedthnt "mthe initial
development" of the lnta-roptim and Counter-
Resistance Policies promulgated by the Secretary *
of Defense fot the intérrogation of unlawful com-
batants held a.t Guantanamo Bay, "the legal
resources of the Services' Judge Advocates General
nndGeneralCounsehwerenotuaedtothmrfull
potential.” In the Panel's view, "had the Secretary
ofDefensehadamderrangeoflegalop:monu.nd
amore robust debate regarding detainee policies

““and operations,* the fluctuations in policy that

occurred between December 2002 and April 2003
might well have been avoided.

- (U) The Independent Panel found "it is
clear that pressures for additional intelligence ...
resulted in stronger interrogation techniques that
were believed to be needed and appropriate in the
treatment of detainees defined as ‘unlawful com-
batants,” some of whom were presenting a “tena-
cious resistance” to doctrinal interrogation
methods. "At Guantanamo,” the Panel observed,

"interrogators used those additional techniques
with only two detainees, gaining important and
time-urgent information in the process.” While a
limited application of those more aggressive tech-
niques proved successful in Guantanamo, the
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Panel cautioned that "it is important to note that
techniques effective under carefully controlled
conditions in Guantanamo became far more
problematic when they migrated and were not

adequately safeguarded.”

(U) Inevitably, the Panel found, "interrogs-
tors and hsts of techniques circulated from
Guantanamo and Afghanistan to Irag" In
Afghanistan, the Panel noted, "more aggressive
interrogation of detainees appeara to have been on-
going” independent of the Guantanamo Counter
Resistance Policies. Standard Operating

Procedures containing techniques adopted biy
Military Police challenged "even to keep track of

- pﬁhnm.'

Special - Operations Forces and convent_iqng
Military Intelligence units in Afghanistan migrat-
ed to Iraq. Many interrogators served in both oper-

ations. In Iraq, the combined knowledge and

experience of the interrogators and their lesders,
which encompassed operations: in both
Afghanistan and Guantansmo, were brought
together. Combined JmntTaskarcs 7 promulgat-
ed a series of moonnstent pohmes that “allowed for
interpretation in seversl areas and did not ade-
quately set forth t.he limits of the interrogation
techniques.” In the ! Panel's assessment, "the exis-
tence of csnﬁ:mng and inconsistent interrogation
pohmss cuntnbuted to the belief that additional
mterrogahon techmmnes were condoned.”

(U) Addressing the integration of detention
and interrogation operations, the Independent
Panel contrasted the operations at Guantanamo to

COPY NUMBER ONE

those at Abu Ghraib. At Guantanamo, a system
was eventually established where the Military
Police and Military Intelligence worksd coopera-
tively, with the Military Police setﬁng the condi-
tions' for interrogations" mnducted by Military

Intelligence. In concept, ﬂmerelnoted. ‘setting
the conditions' for mtermgahons “ncluded passive

'collect:nnondetameesaswsllauupporhncmm

tives rswmmendsd by the’ m:htsry interrogators.”
In the Panel's assessment, "these collaborative pro-
cedures worked well at Guantanamo,” where the

ratio ‘of Military. Police to detainees was "approxi-
mate!yltol“hutfaﬂedAquhrsib, where the

ratio was "at one point 1 to about 75," with the

(U) The Independent Panel found that "in
Iraq, there was not anly & failure to plan for a
major insurgency, but also to quickly and ade-
quately adapt to the insurgency that followed ...
major combat operations.” As the insurgency grew,
so did the population of the detention facilities.
"The largest, Abu Ghraib, housed up to 7,000
detainees in October 2003,” when the major abuses
began at the facility, yet had "a guard force of only
about 90 personnel from the 800th Military Police
Brigade." The Panel, like MG Fay and LTG Jones,
concluded that "Abu Ghraib was seriously over-
crowded, under-resourced, and under continual
attack.”

() The Independent Panel noted that

<SECRHET ° Other Reports

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

FYANTIN7 AT TR STITEITY A2\

OSD AMNESTY/CCR 263



Page 68

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

"problems at Abu Ghraib” could be traced "in part
to the nature and recent history of the military
police and military intelligence units” that staffed
the operations at the prison. The 800th Military
Pulice Brigade (Enemy Prisoner of War), a Reserve
Component unit whose subordinate elements are
gpread across several states in peacetime, was
designed to run prisoners of war facilities. The
panel found that ag a result of widespread military
police mobilizations after September 11, 2001,
however, the brigade had been unable to conduct
any mgjor training in its primary mission due to
"disruption in soldier and unit availability"

Further, many of the brigade’s soldiers who had
intelligence and military police perscnnel, includ-

been activated "shortly after September 11, 2001,
began reaching” the limit of their "two-year mobi-

lization commitment, which, by law, mandated

their redeployment and deactivation." > In the
panel’s judgment, the resulting "detenorahon in
the readiness condition of the bnﬂde ahould have
been recognized by CFLCC and (ENTCOMbylate

summer 2003 and that" by "October and

November" of 2008, commanderaandstaﬂ'sa]]the
waytoCENTOOMandtﬁaJathluefsofShﬂ'
knew .. theaerlbusdaﬁmmmesoftheBDOthMP
Brigade.” “ThsledthePaneltoconcludethatthe
CJTF-7, CFLCC and CENTCOM failure to request
add.lhonal forces was an avoidable error®

(U) The Independent Panel also found that
the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade, an Active
Component unit, "was insufficient to provide the
kind of support needed ... especially with regard to

T SECRET ¢ other Reports
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interrogators and interpreters. Although “some
additional units were mobilized" from the reserves,
other Active Component units deployed, and con-
tract interpreters and interrogators hired, a large
porhonoftluﬁortfe]ltothemldlmofA
Company, 519th Military Intelhgenoe Battalion
(Airborne), who had onhr just returned from an

extended deployme.nt to Afgha.mstun where they
had conducted mtmgntwn operations at the pri-
marydetenhonfaahtyinthattheater. The hodge-
podgeof'elements of as many as six different
units" that were toased into the interrogation mis-
sion atAquhraiblnnked“umtmhmn a flaw

thatmmcerbated“bythchnnbemeenmﬂxtmy

ing the brigade commanders themselves."

(U) Regarding policy and command respon-
gibilities, the Independent Panel found that “inter-
rogation policies with respect to Iraq, where the
majority of the abuses occurred, were inadequate
or deficient in some respects at three levels:
Department of Defense, CENTCOM/CJTF7, and
Abu Ghraib." Overall, the Panel found, "policies to
guide the demands for actionable intelligence
lagged behind battlefield needs." Fluctuations in
the Counter-Resistance Policy for Guantanamo

approved by the Secretary of Defenss, “although
specifically limited ... to Guantanamo,” were in the
Panel's view "an element contributing to uncer
tainties in the field as to which techniques were
authorized." The Panel found that "in the absence
of specific guidance from CENTCOM, interroge-
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tors in Iraq relied upon" the field manual "and
unauthorized techniques that had migrated from
Afghanistan." Theae conditions, followed by a
series of short-lived and poorly drafted CJTF-7
policies "clearly led to confusion on what practices
were acceptable” Although "we cannot be sure
how much the number and severity of abuses
would have been curtailed had there been early
and consistent guidance from higher levels,” the
Independent Panel concuded that "nonetheless
such guidance was needed and likely would have
had a limiting effect."

(U) Other factors that contributed to the :

leadership failures at Abu Ghraib included a.n

“unclear Military Intelligence chain of command," .

the “confusing and unusual assignment of MI and
MP responsibilities at Abu Ghraib,” and the place-
ment of the 800th Military Police Brigade urider
the tactical contral of CJTF-7- while maintaining
the brigade under theCFl..CCfor all other purpos-
es. Finally, in the view of the Panel,‘thefa:lureto
react appropriately.-to tﬁh_ _ October 2003 ICRC
report,” which dm'bed a4 number of the abuses
that would remam timnmhgated unti] a soldier
| reportedlatermmdmts to his chain of command,

was "mdlmhve of the weakness of the leadership at
Abu Ghraib.* -

(U) The Independent Panel made the fol-
lowing recommendations, among others:
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(U) "The United States should further

define its policy ... on the categorization and
status of all detainees;"

(U) "The Deparl'.ment of Defse needsto ..

develop joint doctrine to deﬁne the appro-
priate mMBMon bBetwean Military
Intelligence and Mlhtary Police in a deten-

~ tion famhty;

(U) The nahon 'muat acquire "more special-

. ists for detentlonlmterrogntlon operations,
" jincluding linguists, mterrogators " and
others;

&D“JothmCmnmandshould . gevel-

op" & new operational concept for detention

operations," including preparation "for con-
ditions in which normal law enforcement

hanbrokendownmanoecupmdorfaﬂd
state;" |

" (U) Although "clearly, the force structure in

both MP and MI" in the Army "is inadequate
to support the armed forces in this new

form of warfare,” there are “other forces

besides the Army in need of force structure
improvements” to accomplish the detention
and interrogation missions. Accordingly,
the Panel recommended “that the
Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force
undertake force structure reviews of their

own;
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* (U) Because "well-documented policy and detention and interrogation operations

procedures on approved interrogation tech- must be deﬁmd
niques are imperative to counteract the cur-
rent chilling effect the reaction to the . (U)”I‘heUmtedStatesneedatoredeﬁnelts
abuses have had on the collection of valu- approachtomtomu'yandtraatyintn'na-
able intelligence through interrogations,” tional humanitarian_law, which must be
such policies must be promulgated, adapted to the reahh- ot' the nature of the
| . conflict,” and - >
« (U) A "professional ethics program" must be ¢
developed for all who participate in deten- ¢ (U) 'The Deﬁartmént of Defense should
tion and interrogation operations; conhnue to foster its operational relation-
_ _ ghip with the International Committee of
¢ (U) "Clearer guidelines for the interaction of _theRedCross.

CIA with the Department of Defense in
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